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Similar diets in two syntopic lizard species (Squamata: Teiidae) 
from an island in northeastern Argentina
Dietas similares en dos especies sintópicas de lagartijas (Squamata: Teiidae) de 
una isla del noreste de Argentina

Libia Yael Smith 1, Víctor Hugo Zaracho 1*, Manuel Osvaldo Arbino 2

ABSTRACT
How coexisting species partition resources is a central focus of ecology, and diet is an important poten-
tial axis of competition. Here, we study the diet of syntopic populations of the lizards Ameivula apip-
ensis and Teius oculatus from an island in northeastern Argentina. Based on stomach contents extract-
ed from specimens collected in September and December 2012 and February 2013, we analyzed prey 
richness and abundance and calculated both trophic niche breadth and the degree of dietary overlap 
for the two species. Both species were almost completely insectivorous, and their dietary composition 
showed a similar prey richness. Numerically, Isoptera dominated the diet of both species, followed by 
Hymenoptera, insect larvae, and Coleoptera. We report a low niche breadth for each species and sub-
stantial overlap between them. This high overlap in their diets could reflect the overall abundance of 
prey resources in the environment. Other factors, such as the foraging microenvironment and activity 
period, might be dimensions on which the niches of these species are differentiated.
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RESUMEN
Un enfoque central en ecología es el modo en que las especies coexistentes se reparten los recursos, y 
en este contexto, la dieta es un importante eje potencial de competencia. Aquí, estudiamos la dieta de 
poblaciones sintópicas de dos especies de lagartijas, Ameivula apipensis y Teius oculatus, que habitan 
una isla en el noreste de Argentina. A partir de los contenidos estomacales extraídos de individuos 
colectados en Septiembre y Diciembre de 2012 y Febrero de 2013, analizamos la riqueza de presas y 
abundancia y calculamos la amplitud del nicho trófico y el grado de solapamiento para las dos especies. 
Ambas especies fueron prácticamente insectívoras, y la composición de sus dietas mostró una riqueza 
de presas similar. Numéricamente, Isoptera dominó la dieta de ambas especies, seguidos por Hyme-
noptera, larvas de insectos y Coleoptera. Nuestros resultados revelan una amplitud de nicho baja para 
cada especie y un solapamiento sustancial entre ellas. El alto solapamiento en la dieta de ambas es-
pecies probablemente refleja la elevada abundancia en el ambiente de los recursos consumidos. Otros 
factores, como los microhábitats de forrajeo y el periodo de actividad, podrían ser dimensiones en los 
cuales los nichos de estas especies están diferenciados.

Palabras clave. Ameivula, dieta, solapamiento, Teius.

INTRODUCTION

The principle of competitive exclusion proposes that two 
coexisting species must differ in some aspect of their re-
source use (Hardin 1960). Ecologists have spent substan-
tial time testing this theory by measuring various niche 
dimensions, especially those related to food, space, and 
time (Schoener 1974). In his classical work, Pianka (1973) 
studied a community of North American lizards and pro-
posed that food is the main dimension on which niches 
of syntopic species are separated. Diet in lizards is deter-
mined by several factors including evolutionary history, 
body size, microhabitat specialization (or lack thereof), 
and prey availability (Pianka and Vitt 2003). Lizards can 
also be classified as sit-and-wait or active foragers based 
on how they capture their prey. In the sit-and-wait tactic, 
the lizards move comparatively little and ambush their 
prey, while in the active foraging tactic the lizards search 
out and pursue their prey (Vitt and Caldwell 2009). Addi-
tionally, lizards can have specialist or generalist diets (Pi-
anka and Vitt 2003).

The lizard family Teiidae includes 172 recognized species 
that occupy a wide variety of environments (Uetz et al. 

2022). Species in this family are distributed throughout 
much of the Western Hemisphere, occurring from Argen-
tina northward into the United States (Goicoechea et al. 
2016). Like many lizards, teiids are often generalist insec-
tivores (Abdala et al. 2004, Montero and Autino 2018). 
This generalist pattern is evident in dietary studies involv-
ing numerous South American teiids, including members 
of the broadly distributed genera Ameivula (Tedesco et 
al.1995, Dias and Rocha 2007, Santana et al. 2010, Sales 
et al. 2012, Freire 2015, Sales and Freire 2015, Menezes et 
al. 2021) and Teius (Trivi de Mandri and Chani 1985, Ál-
varez et al. 1988, Acosta et al. 1990, 1991, Ávila et al. 1992, 
Cappellari et al. 2007, Blanco et al. 2012).

In many regions where they occur, teiids are prominent 
members of lizard communities and multiple species can 
co-occur in the same habitat. For instance, on Apipé Is-
land in northeastern Argentina, where the present study 
was done, four of the nine known lizard species belong to 
this family (Zaracho et al. 2014). Two of these teiid spe-
cies, Ameivula apipensis, and Teius oculatus, are numeri-
cally abundant and occur in syntopy on the island. Trophic 
studies for both species in syntopy are unknown, and thus 
Apipé Island represents an excellent site to assess wheth-
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er diet structures their coexistence. Additionally, because 
A. apipensis was recently described (Arias et al. 2018), 
many aspects of its natural history including diet remain 
unknown.

The objective of this work was to study the diet of syntop-
ic populations of Ameivula apipensis and Teius oculatus 
lizards from Apipé Island, Corrientes Province, Argentina, 
to determine if possible dietary differentiation can help ex-
plain their coexistence. 

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Study area
Apipé Island is located in the Ituzaingó Department, Cor-
rientes Province, Argentina. It lies in the Paraná River 
immediately downstream of the Yacyretá Dam, and it en-
compasses 27 710 ha. The island is in a transition zone 
between the Paranaense and Chacoan phytogeographical 
provinces, and it is dominated by a subtropical perhumid 
climate (Thornthwaite 1948). The island’s perimeter is al-
most completely covered with a strip of riparian forest, 
while the rest of the island supports a variety of habitats 
including tall grasslands, reed fields, oxbow lakes, and 
patches of palm savannah restricted to sandy hillocks. 
Twenty-two vegetation communities have been identi-
fied on the island (Fontana 2008). It was previously con-
sidered a Natural Reserve (Ley N° 4788/1994), but the 
protected area was recently reduced to around 10 000 ha 
and renamed as Parque Provincial Apipé Grande (Ley N° 
6568/2021). Thus, the protected area now occupies main-
ly the central region of the island, which is characterized 
by two vast lagoons (“lagunas”), and some adjacent ripar-
ian forests. Our specific study area was in the western por-
tion of the island, at a site known as Puerto Arazá near the 
park rangers’ quarters (27°29’11”S, 56°56’18”W; datum: 
WGS 84; 70 m elevation), which is currently outside the 
limits of the protected area. This site has highly perme-
able sandy soil grown with a palm savannah dominated 
by the tall grass Elionurus muticus and Butia yatay palm 
trees (Fontana 2008).

Sample collection and processing
We collected all specimens of both Ameivula apipensis 
and Teius oculatus as part of a survey of the herpetofauna 
of the original protected area, in September and December 
2012 and February 2013 (Zaracho et al. 2014). The collec-
tion was authorized under a permit issued by the Reserva 

Natural Isla Apipé Grande. We captured lizards by hand 
from 11:00–13:00 h when both species were active. Af-
ter capture, we humanely euthanized the lizards using an 
overdose of a chemical anesthetic (Beaupre et al. 2004), in 
this case, Carticaína-L-Adrenalina, and subsequently fixed 
them in 10% formalin before preserving them in 70% alco-
hol. We deposited the preserved specimens in the Colec-
ción Herpetológica de la Universidad Nacional del Nor-
deste (UNNEC): 34 individuals of A. apipensis (UNNEC 
11722–11732, 11737–11738, 11740, 12723, 12725, 12727, 
12732–12735, 12744–12748, 13725–13732) and 17 indi-
viduals of T. oculatus (UNNEC 11734, 11739, 12728–12731, 
12736–12743, 13719–13720, 13724). These specimens 
consisted of 15 females (snout-to-vent length [SVL]=49.4 
± 11.8 mm [standard deviation], range 31.1–65.2 mm) and 
19 males (SVL=52.1 ± 8.1 mm, 36.0–61.9 mm) A. apipen-
sis and 8 female (SVL=96.2 ± 5.2 mm, 89.5–102.1 mm), 
8 male (SVL=92.8 ± 11.5 mm, 77.2–103.5 mm) and one 
unsexed juvenile (SVL=46.4 mm) T. oculatus. We also 
dissected the stomachs of two additional A. apipensis 
and one additional T. oculatus, but the lizard specimens 
themselves were accidentally lost. For these three individ-
uals, we itemized the stomach contents but excluded them 
from regression analyses. For these 36 total specimens 
of A. apipensis and 18 total specimens of T. oculatus, we 
dissected their stomachs and examined the contents via a 
stereomicroscope. We did not analyze intestine contents 
due to advanced digestion. We identified most prey items 
in the stomach contents to Order using standard refer-
ences (Bolton 1997, Brewer and Arguello 1980, McGavin 
2002, Richards and Davies 1984). We used these Or-
der-level identifications as bins for our analyses, with the 
addition of the conglomerate bin’s “larvae” and “nymphs” 
into which all immature invertebrates were combined. We 
also identified certain prey items to lower taxonomic levels 
to obtain supplementary information. For partial remains 
of prey that we found in the samples, such as incomplete 
legs, antennae, or jaws, when possible, we identified them 
using other literature sources (Brothers and Finnamore 
1993, Cuezzo 1998, Palacio and Fernández 2003, Ocampo 
2008, Guzmán de Tomé and Aranda 2008, Grismado et 
al. 2014, Paradell and Cavichioli 2014).

Analyses
We recorded the richness, abundance, frequency of occur-
rence (i.e., number of lizards containing a given prey item) 
and volume of each prey item. We calculated volume using 
the formula of a spheroid (Dunham 1983):
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Where a is the length, and b is the width of the prey. We 
determined the length and maximum width of the prey’s 
body by excluding appendages such as antennae, legs, ovi-
positors, spines, and other body ornamentation (Parmelee 
1999). If prey remains were incomplete, we calculated their 
approximate original size through comparison with refer-
ence prey items of similar body size (Cuevas and Martori 
2007). We took measurements under a Leica ES4 stereo-
scopic microscope using digital calipers with a precision of 
up to 0.01 mm. For highly digested prey items that were 
not measurable but which were identifiable to Order, we 
grouped them as non-measurable (NM). We only consid-
ered these highly digested items in terms of number and 
frequency of occurrence, and we excluded them from sub-
sequent analyses. We consider this exclusion justifiable 
because NM prey represented a small percentage of total 
prey items for each species (<5%).

To analyze the relationship between the size of lizard 
predators and their prey, we performed a regression of 
the log-transformed data using the highest volume of prey 
in each stomach as the dependent variable and snout-to-
vent length and head width of the lizard as independent 
variables.

We calculated the relative importance of each prey in the 
diet based on the absolute importance index (AI) (George 
and Hadley 1979, Hyslop 1980):

Where RI = relative importance index, AI (absolute impor-
tance index) = % frequency occurrence + % total weight 
(substituted for % total volumes), and n = number of dif-
ferent prey items.

To establish the hierarchy of the species’ diets, we applied 
a categorization criterion to the RI, which uses the highest 
value from the index to calculate the percentage of all oth-
er values. We categorized prey types as fundamental when 
their percentage varied between 75–100%, secondary at 
50–74%, accessory at 25–49%, and accidental at <25% 
(Montori 1991).

We based the trophic niche breadth of each species on Lev-
in’s index:

Where pj represents the relative frequency of individuals 
in the jth category (Levins 1968), which we standardized as 
Bₐ = B–1 / n–1, where n = number of food items (Hurlbert 
1978). Bₐ values vary from 0 (minimum niche amplitude, 
species consumes a prey type) to 1 (maximum niche ampli-
tude, species exploits available types in equal proportions) 
(Krebs 1989).

We calculated the degree of dietary overlap between the 
two lizard species using the overlap coefficient formula 
(Pianka 1986):

Where Ojk= Pianka’s index of niche overlap between lizard 
species j and k, and i is the type of resource. Values range 
from 0 (no overlap) to 1 (total overlap). We categorized 
overlap values as high (1.00–0.60), medium (0.55–0.25) 
and low (0.20–0.00) according to Pérez and Balta (2007). 
We carried out the analysis with EcoSim 7.72 (Gotelli and 
Entsminger c2004) using the values of the percentage 
number of the prey. To determine if the observed overlap 
diverged significantly from a random distribution (ab-
sence of overlap), we performed a randomization analysis 
using the EcoSim program (Gotelli and Entsminger 2003). 
This program performs Monte Carlo permutations to cre-
ate “pseudo-communities” (Pianka 1974) and statistically 
compares the patterns in these pseudo-communities and 
the actual data matrix.

RESULTS

Thirty-two A. apipensis stomachs (88.8%) contained prey. 
We counted a total of 374 prey items, which we classified 
into twelve prey types (Table 1). Isoptera were the most nu-
merous prey (67.1%) and had the greatest volume (48.8%). 
Other abundant prey categories were Hymenoptera, lar-
vae, and Araneae. Insects represented the vast majority 
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of prey items (91.3%), followed by spiders (4.5%), other 
items (0.5%), and NM (3.7%). Although Isoptera were the 
most commonly-consumed prey, they were nonetheless 
present in only 59.4% of stomachs that contained prey. Hy-
menoptera prey mostly consisted of ant workers from the 
subfamilies Myrmicinae, Ectatomminae, Ponerinae, and 
Formicine, but winged hymenopterans (wasps, bees) were 
also observed. Lepidoptera were the most frequently found 
larvae, while larvae of Coleoptera, Diptera, and ants were 
rare. Members of Araneae included prey from the families 
Lycosidae and Theridiidae. Hemipteran nymphs were only 
found in the diet of this species. These were mainly mem-
bers of the Cicadellidae family with members of Reduviidae 
found less frequently. NM items represented 3.74% of the 
total abundance of ingested prey items. Of these, Araneae, 
Lepidoptera, and Coleoptera remains were identifiable, but 
the remaining 2.94% could not be assigned to a taxonomic 
group. “Other items” consisted of two egg sacs, one of them 
containing a mantid fly (Neuroptera).

Seventeen T. oculatus stomachs (94.4%) contained prey. 
We counted a total of 1500 prey items, almost all of them 
insects (99.8%), and grouped them into ten prey types 
(Table 2). As in A. apipensis, Isoptera was the most nu-
merically abundant prey (93.7 %) and had the highest 
proportional volume (41.2%). Hymenoptera (3.3%) and 

Coleoptera (1.4%) were the second and third most abun-
dant prey respectively, but Coleoptera represented a high 
proportion of prey volume (37.8%) due to their compara-
tively large body sizes. Within Isoptera, we identified indi-
viduals belonging to the subfamilies Syntermitinae (Cor-
nitermes cumulans), Nasutiterminae (Nasutitermes sp.), 
and Termitinae (Neocapritermes sp.). Coleoptera families 
with higher abundances included Curculionidae and Scar-
abaeidae, while the least frequently observed were Car-
abidae and Elateridae. All Hymenoptera prey items were 
ants, in contrast to A. apipensis which also ate wasps and 
bees. The ant subfamilies Myrmicinae (Acromyrmex sp. 
and Solenopsis sp.), Ectatomminae (Ectatomma sp.) and 
Ponerinae (Anochetus sp.) were the most common, while 
Formicinae (Camponotus sp.) were scarcer. NM items 
represented 0.73% of the total abundance of ingested prey 
items. Of these, Coleoptera (most abundant), Diptera, Hy-
menoptera, and Araneae remains were identifiable. The 
remaining 0.13% were unassignable to a taxonomic group.

Both A. apipensis and T. oculatus showed no correlation 
between head width (a proxy for mouth width) and prey 
size (A. apipensis: R² = 0.07, F1-25 = 1.82, P= 0.1899; T. 
oculatus: R² = 0.24, F1-13 = 3.45, P= 0.086) nor between 
body length and prey size (A. apipensis: R² = 0.07, F1-25 
= 1.2, P = 0.2845; T. oculatus: R² = 0.24, F1-13 = 1.92, P 

Table 1. Composition of the diet of Ameivula apipensis (n = 32 individuals) from Apipé Island, Corrientes Province, Argentina.

Prey item N (%) V (%) F (%) IRI JD Category
Insecta

Isoptera 251 (67.1) 973.59 (48.8) 19 (59.4) 39.84 100 Fundamental

Diptera 7 (1.9) 55.37 (2.8) 4 (12.5) 3.89 9.78 Accidental

Hymenoptera 35 (9.4) 98.94 (5.0) 10 (31.25) 10.36 25.99 Accessory
Coleoptera 5 (1.3) 50.11 (2.5) 4 (12.5) 3.72 9.33 Accidental
Neuroptera 1 (0.3) 48.56 (2.4) 1 (3.1) 1.32 3.33 Accidental

Hemiptera 3 (0.8) 7.60 (0.4) 3 (9.4) 2.40 6.02 Accidental

Orthoptera 1 (0.3) 195.43 (10.0) 1 (3.1) 2.99 7.52 Accidental

Larvae 25 (6.7) 285.87 (14.3) 15 (46.9) 15.43 38.73 Accessory

Nymphs 13 (3.5) 33.77 (1.7) 7 (21.9) 6.15 15.43 Accidental
Arachnida
Araneae 17 (4.5) 101.07 (5.1) 13 (40.6) 11.42 28.66 Accessory

Other (egg sac) 2 (0.5) 145.08 (7.8) 1 (3.1) 2.49 6.24 Accidental
NM 14 (3.7) 9 (28.1)

Total 374 1995.4

N: number, V: volume (mm3) and F: frequency (absolute values are given, and percentage values in parentheses); IRI: relative importance index; JD: diet 
hierarchy, (%). NM: not measurable.
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= 0.1895). According to RI, Isoptera was the fundamental 
category for both species. Insect larvae, Araneae and Hy-
menoptera in A. apipensis, and Coleoptera and Hymenop-
tera in T. oculatus, were categorized as accessory items, 
respectively (Table 1–2).

Levin’s index values indicate that the trophic niche breadth 
of A. apipensis (B ₐ= 0.1) and T. oculatus (B = 0.02) are 
low. The Pianka index revealed a high overlap in the troph-
ic niches of A. apipensis and T. oculatus (Ojk = 0.72), and 
this overlap was higher than expected by chance: Ojk = 
0.63, P [observed ≥ expected] ˂ 0.04; P [observed ≤ ex-
pected] = 0.96.

DISCUSSION 

Here we provide the first data on the diet of A. apipensis, 
and termites were both the most numerically abundant 
prey and the most important prey type by volume in this 
species. These findings are broadly consistent with the 
substantial pre-existing dietary data for closely related 
teiids. Termites were the most important dietary compo-
nent for A. abalosi from the semi-arid Chaco of Argentina 
(Tedesco et al. 1995) and for A. ocellifera from the Brazil-
ian Caatinga (Freire 2015). Furthermore, our dietary data 
for A. apipensis was remarkably similar to that of a second 
population of A. ocellifera from a littoral area of Bahía, 
Brazil (Dias and Rocha 2007) for which termites, larvae, 
and spiders dominated the diet—just as in our study pop-
ulation of A. apipensis. Termites were also recovered as 
a primary dietary component for the teiid lizard Glau-
comastix littoralis from a coastal area of Rio de Janeiro, 
Brazil (Teixeira-Filho et al. 2003), and as a secondary di-
etary component for G. abaetensis (with larvae being the 
dominant prey type) (Dias and Rocha 2007). This latter 
result is somewhat surprising given that this population of 
G. abaetensis is sympatric with the population of A. ocel-
lifera from the littoral area of Bahía, Brazil mentioned ear-
lier. The authors suggest that differences in microhabitat 
usage or body size could facilitate the coexistence of those 
two sympatric species. Ameivula ocellifera also seems to 
be capable of dietary plasticity because larvae and pupae 
dominate the diet of other populations from the Caatin-
ga (Sales et al. 2012, Sales and Freire 2015) while pop-
ulations from a different littoral areas in Paraiba, Brazil 
consume mainly orthopterans and coleopterans (Santana 
et al. 2010). According to Santana et al. (2010), the floris-
tic assemblage and soil composition of the littoral area in 

Paraiba seems incapable of supporting termites or the lar-
val phase of various insect groups. More recently, Menezes 
et al. (2021) studied the diet of five teiid species from the 
Brazilian restinga: Ameivula ocellifera, A. nativo, Glau-
comastix abaetensis, G. littoralis, and Contomastix lacer-
toides. Unsurprisingly, for most of these populations, their 
diet consisted predominantly of larvae and/or termites.

Turning to our second study species, T. oculatus, termites 
were also the most numerically and volumetrically impor-
tant dietary component for our study population. This re-
sult echoes previous trophic studies for this species from 
the Sierras de Córdoba in Argentina (Acosta et al. 1991) 
and grasslands in Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil (Cappellari 
et al. 2007). Detailed analysis of the Córdoba populations 
in two different years also revealed high consumption of 
Coleoptera (beetles) during the first summer and high 
consumption of termites and Orthoptera (grasshoppers) 
in the following summer (Acosta et al. 1991). Similarly 
high dietary consumption of beetles has been document-
ed for populations of T. oculatus from northeastern Ar-
gentina (Álvarez et al. 1988). Beetles and Hymenoptera 
(ants) were also accessory items in the diet of our study 
population of T. oculatus. In comparison, for T. ocula-
tus from Rio Grande do Sul (Brazil), Orthoptera were the 
most important prey type by volume overall, although ter-
mites were the most numerically abundant prey specifical-
ly in juveniles and adult males, while ants were the most 
abundant prey in adult females (Cappellari et al. 2007). 
Among congeneric lizards, high dietary consumption of 
beetles was reported for T. teyou from northeastern Ar-
gentina (Álvarez et al. 1988), while termites were the dom-
inant dietary item in T. teyou populations from the Chaco 
of Argentina (Trivi de Mandi and Chani 1985) and in T. 
suquiensis in montane environments of Córdoba province, 
Argentina (Acosta et al. 1990). In a separate study of T. 
suquiensis, the consumption of coleopterans, locusts, and 
larvae was also common, and consumption of locusts was 
higher during the second study year that corresponded to 
wetter conditions (Ávila et al. 1992). Based on these ex-
amples, termites seem to be consistently important in the 
diet of both T. oculatus and other Teius species, with bee-
tles, ants, and grasshoppers also representing meaningful 
dietary components in certain areas or at certain times. 
Overall, the specific diet of T. oculatus seems to vary both 
geographically and seasonally, with its diet depending on 
environmental resource availability and, indirectly, on en-
vironmental conditions.
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We found no correlations between lizard size (snout-to-
vent length and head width) and prey volume for A. apip-
ensis or T. oculatus. However, previous studies have re-
ported positive correlations between lizard head width 
and prey volume, as well as between body length and prey 
volume (Cappellari et al.2007, Freire 2015, Menezes et al. 
2021). The absence of a size correlation in both species is 
thus somewhat of a paradox, and this result could be due 
to the high consumption of prey that have a low size var-
iation (termites in this case), as has already been hypoth-
esized for other teiid species (Menezes et al. 2021). This 
result could also be related to the specialist tactic, because 
when a lizard predator selects small prey (e.g., social in-
sects like termites) prey size is not limited by the lizard 
size, although they can sometimes ingest larger prey (Pi-
anka and Vitt 2003).

The low niche breadths that we calculated for the diets of 
A. apipensis and T. oculatus in our study area suggest that 
these species, at least seasonally, are dietary specialists. An 
alternative explanation, however, is that these low niche 
breadths are due to the high availability of a few desirable 
prey types (López et al. 2009). Similarly, although both 
lizard species consumed essentially identical prey types, 
with a comparable dominance of termite prey, they may 
not necessarily be competing for food resources because 
competition can occur only over scarce sources (Colwell 
and Futuyma 1971). Where we collected the lizards, termite 
nests were remarkably abundant on the landscape. Al-

though we did not estimate their nest density, we consider 
it plausible that the numerical and volumetric dominance 
of termites in the diet of both of our lizard study species 
could be attributable to these insects being a high-quality 
and non-limiting food resource at our study site. 

Future trophic studies that account for temporal and fine-
scale patterns in lizard foraging and prey availability, as 
well as research that includes other lizard species present 
on the island, will provide a more complete view of possi-
ble interactions within the lizard community of Apipé Is-
land. Because much of the island is subjected to periodic 
burns to control vegetation, we also recommend including 
fire in future studies as another factor that could affect diet 
composition.

CONCLUSION

On Apipé Island, the diet of Ameivula apipensis and Tei-
us oculatus specimens collected in September, December 
and February consisted almost exclusively of insects. Ter-
mites, beetles, ants, and insect larvae together comprised 
nearly the entire diet of both species, albeit in somewhat 
different numerical abundances and percentages of total 
prey volume. Of these prey items, termites are the major 
component of the diet of both species. These results are 
broadly consistent with those of previous dietary studies 
of T. oculatus, of other Teius and Ameivula spp., and of 
related lizard genera in South America. The similar diets 

Table 2. Composition of the diet of Teius oculatus (n = 17 individuals) from Apipé Island, Corrientes Province, Argentina.

Prey item N (%) V (%) F (%) IRI JD Category
Insecta
Isoptera 1406 (93.7) 4258.9 (41.2) 14 (82.3) 46.25 100 Fundamental

Coleoptera 21 (1.4) 3898.7 (37.8) 10 (58.8) 20.85 45.08 Accessory
Hymenoptera 49 (3.26) 1132.2 (11) 12 (70.6) 18.05 39.02 Accessory
Neuroptera 1 (0.06) 48.8 (0.5) 1 (5.9) 1.36 2.95 Accidental

Odonata 2 (0.13) 202.6 (2) 2 (11.8) 2.94 6.37 Accidental
Blattodea 1 (0.06) 58.7 (0.6) 1 (5.9) 1.38 2.99 Accidental

Orthoptera 1 (0.06) 480.4 (4.6) 1 (5.9) 2.26 4.88 Accidental
Larvae 6 (0.4) 231.4 (2.2) 4 (23.5) 2.57 12.04 Accidental

Arachnida
Araneae 2 (0.13) 12.9 (0.1) 1 (5.9) 1.31 2.82 Accidental

NM 11 (0.73)
Total 1500 10324.4

N: number; V: volume (mm3); F: frequency (absolute values are given, and percentage values in parentheses); RI: relative importance index; JD: diet hierarchy; 
NM: not measurable.
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of these two species, at least at certain times of the year, 
do not appear to limit their coexistence at this site. Future 
work is necessary to evaluate if their niches are differenti-
ated along other dimensions such as foraging microenvi-
ronment or activity period.
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